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Chapter 1 
THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
The central problem of this study is to determine 
the relationship between local and state support of the 
public school system of Virginia. The problem lias been 
approached by making a study of:
(a) Total state and total local expenditures from 
the school year 1870-71 to 1935-36.
(b) Receipts and disbursements in all individual 
counties and cities for the period from 
1926-27 to 1934-35.
There is a prevailing opinion among many, both 
within and without educational circles, that as the 
State has increased its appropriations for schools 
there has been a tendency on the part of the counties 
and cities in Virginia to do less. The sweeping 
generalization has been made that the localities have 
merely used additional funds coming from the State as 
a means whereby they may get out from tinder a part of 
the school burden they have been bearing by reducing 
their own local appropriations. This study purposes 
to determine the validity of this generalization.
While the opinion that the localities have sought 
to shift the responsibility of school support to the 
State is apparently championed by no particular individual
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today, it is generally believed to have had its incep-1
tion in the report, School Finances in Virginia, made
at the request of former Governor John Garland Pollard,
and submitted to the General Assembly, January 1954, by
William H. Stauffer, Dr, Stauffer states as follows:
Too many counties throughout the State are falling to do for themselves what it is reasonable to expect they should do in the matter of defraying instruction costs. As State aid has increased in recent years the localities have tended to do less, with the result that in thirteen of the counties the State government last year paid more than 90 per cent of the total Instruction costs, and in seven of these the State school funds exceeded the total expenditures for teacher's salaries. 2
As should be expected, the press of the State did 
not overlook this report as newspaper material and 
accorded it considerable space. Other statements de­
crying a tendency on the part of the localities to 
shift the responsibility of school support to the State 
were attributed to Governor Pollard.
The significance of the problem can hardly be over­
emphasized. For some time strenuous effort has been 
made on the part of Virginia's educational leaders to 
get the State to appropriate a substantially greater




sum for support of the public school system. Whether 
their none too successful efforts so far can be attribut­
ed either in whole or in part to a belief among members 
of the General Assembly that an increase in state funds 
would be accompanied by a reduction in local funds, one 
has no way of knowing.
There is no agreement on the proportion of total 
school costs which should be borne by the State and by 
the localities respectively. Educational theory today 
generally supports the position that both the State and 
the localities should contribute to the support of the 
schools. It is also generally believed that the State 
should bear at least a large enough proportion of total 
school costs to assure a desirable minimum educational 
program in all localities of the State.
If increased state appropriations are accompanied 
by decreased local appropriations, the educational 
forces of the State should endeavor to prevent such a 
decline. If, on the other hand, increased state 
appropriations are accompanied by increased local 
appropriations, effort should be made to get the State 
to bear its proportionate share of the expenditures 
necessary to assure a basic minimum of educational 
opportunity throughout the State. This thesis endeavors 






The data essential to this study were computed 
from the annual reports of the state superintendents 
ef public instruction covering the school years from 
1870-71 through 1935-36.
from the standpoint ef one doing research work, 
these reports until the more recent years possess 
considerable irregularity in the presentation of their 
data. In order to determine the total amount of money 
disbursed annually by the State to the localities, it 
was often necessary to make detailed and varied computa­
tions. The organization of the material in the annual 
reports was such as would make it impossible to follow 
any one procedure for obtaining the figures desired. 
Except in very early years, the animal reports con­
tained total figures for all state appropriations.
Each, total figure included, however, a balance which 
had to be eliminated in order to determine the actual 
amount of money the State appropriated in each year.
In the early years of the study the total amount of 
money disbursed by the State to the localities could 
be determined only by adding all state appropriations,
5
since total figures were not available in the reports.
Similar irregularities in the annual reports were 
met in determining the total of all disbursements from 
both state and local funds. For most years the reports 
showed the total of all disbursements under a usual 
heading of "Total Disbursements and Balances"• There 
remained the task of eliminating the amounts represent­
ed in the balances. Where such totals were not shown 
in the annual reports, it was necessary to add all the 
expenditures made by each county and city in the State.
The data on disbursements made from local funds 
were computed by subtracting the disbursements made 
from state funds from the total of all disbursements.
In further developing the data, it was necessary 
to compute the percentages that disbursements made 
from state and local funds were of total disbursements.
Section B
The data dealing with total disbursements in the 
individual cities and counties, with disbursements 
made from state funds, with disbursements made from 
local funds, and with disbursements made from local 
funds for operation and maintenance were computed 
from the annual reports for the years 1926-27, 1928-29, 
1930-31, 1932-33, and 1934-35.
6
Total disbursements for each locality were obtained
by subtracting from the total disbursements and balances
shown in the reports the amounts set forth as balances.
The reports showed the amounts received from the
State by the counties and cities. Since it was assumed
that all funds received from the State were spent, these
amounts are set forth in this study as disbursements
made from state funds. The law requires that a locality
return to the State any unexpended sums of money derived1from state funds for school purposes. Inquiry at the 
State Department of Education revealed that no money 
had been returned.
The amount of disbursements made from local funds 
was obtained for each locality by subtracting the 
disbursements made from state funds from the total of 
all disbursements.
The data on disbursements made from local funds 
for operation and maintenance were arrived at by 
totaling the amounts spent on capital outlay and debt 
service and subtracting the result from the total 
amount of local funds disbursed. These data cover all 
expenditures made from local funds for administration,
1
Va. Constitution. Section 703. "All sums of money derived from state funds for school purposes, which are unexpended in any year in any county or city shall go into the general school fund of the State for re-division the next year, unless the State Board of Education direct otherwise."
7
instruction, instructional costs, coordinate activities, 
auxiliary agencies, operation of school plant, fixed 
charges, and maintenance of school plant. -----
In further developing the data in this section, 
it was necessary to compute the percentages that 
disbursements made from state funds were of total 
disbursements in each locality. The data are also 
developed by computing the percentages that state 
disbursements, local disbursements, and local disburse­
ments for operation and maintenance were of the dis­
bursements made for the same items in the school year
1926-27. The reason for thus using the year 1926-27 
as a basic year is shown in the following chapter.
Needless to say, the accuracy of the data presented 
in this study is dependent upon the accuracy of the data 
contained in the annual reports of the state superin­
tendents. Every care has been exercised to insure 
against statistical errors in the data presented. In 
some cases the disbursements shown in the annual reports 
seemed out of harmony with the usual disbursements made 
In a county or city. In these cases the figures given 
in the reports were checked against those contained in 
the annual reports the division superintendents had 
submitted to the state superintendent, which are avail­
able at the State Department of Education. In only
8
#
one ease, however, were figures used in this study 
contrary to the figures given in the state superin­
tendents' reports*
Upon final tabulation of the data for all individual 
counties and cities, every calculation made in obtaining 
the date for ten counties was repeated as a check upon 
the accuracy of the original calculations. In no instance 
were different results obtained.





In order to show the relationship between the 
total amounts the State and localities have spent for 
supporting the public school system since 1870-71, the 
accompanying table gives by years a complete account 
of total disbursements in state funds and total disburse­
ments in local funds. Column 1 shows all school expendi­
tures made from state funds for the years indicated. 
Column 2 shows all expenditures made from local funds 
in each year. Column 3 shows the total of both state 
and local expenditures, and thus gives a historical 
picture of the movement of total school costs from 
1870-71 to 1935-36. Column 4 indicates the percentage 
of the total cost borne by the State. Column 5 indi­
cates the percentage of the total cost borne by the 
localities.
The first year should be read in the following 
manner. In 1870-71 disbursements made from state funds 
amounted to $345,517; disbursements made from local 
funds amounted to $200,310; the total of all disbursements 
amounted to $545,827; the State bore 63.3 per cent of 
the total school costs in that year, and the localities 
bare 36.7 per cent. Each succeeding year should be read
10
In a similar manner.
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Interpretation ef Table 1.
From the accompanying table it is obvious that the 
State has failed to keep pace with the localities in 
meeting the rising costa of education in the Virginia 
public schools* From the humble beginning in 1870-71, 
disbursements from state funds multiplied more than 
twenty fold in 1931-32, the year in which they were 
highest* Disbursements from local funds multiplied 
nearly a hundred fold in 1929-30, the year which wit­
nessed the greatest expenditures in local funds* One 
needs to keep in mind, however, that this vast increase 
in total expenditures went to meet not only the in­
creased costs of education but to defray the costs of 
Increased education* The state public school system 
in 1870-71 did not embrace the secondary schools we 
know today* The little red school house on the hill 
was only an elementary school.
1870-71 marks the first year of a state wide public 
school system in Virginia* In that year disbursements 
made from state funds amounted to $345,517 or 63 per 
cent of all disbursements. The localities raised and 
spent $200,310 or 37 per cent of the total. By the 
close of the decade in 1879-80, state disbursements 
had increased to $580,357, which, however, represents 
a decline to 56 per cent of all funds expended. The
17
close of the next decade in 1889-90 witnessed a 
further advance in state disbursements to $851,468, 
Notwithstanding this the State was bearing.2 per 
cent less of the total educational costs at this time 
than it had borne in the preceding period. Ten years 
later, in 1899-1900, disbursements made from local 
funds reached and exceeded those made from state funds, 
the former amounting to $993,602, the latter, $961,306, 
The ratio of state disbursements to total disbursements 
dropped from 54 to 49 per.cent in the decade.
Five years later, in 1904-05, both state and local 
disbursements were well over the million dollar mark.
Due to a proportionately greater increase in local 
expenditures, the State bore at this time only 46 per 
cent of the total educational costs. The next five 
years witnessed the continuance of a steady rise in 
both state and local disbursements, the latter, however, 
again showing the greater Increase. At the close of 
this period, in 1909-10, state disbursements had fallen 
to 37 per cent of the total. In the succeeding five 
year period local disbursements increased over $2,000,000, 
while state disbursements were increasing less than a 
half million. In the last year of this period the State 
was bearing but 29 per cent of the total costs. The 
localities at this time, 1914-15, bore 71 per cent of 
the total costs.
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The next five years were marked lay an unprecedent­
ed increase in public school expenditures* Both the 
State and the localities responded to the increasing 
costs brought on by the war period and greatly increas­
ed their appropriations* In 1919-20 disbursements from 
state funds amounted to $3,299,268. Disbursements from 
local funds amounted to $9,803,275. In round numbers 
the period witnessed an increase of nearly $1,500,000 
in state disbursements, and approximately $5,000,000 
in local disbursements. The fact, however, that the 
ratio of state disbursements to total disbursements 
declined from 29 to 25 per cent is evidence that the 
State did not hold its own with the localities in meet­
ing the challenge brought to them at this critical 
time*
The years from 1919-20 to 1924-25 were character­
ized by an even greater increase in public school 
expenditures than the preceding period. For the 
schools of the State they were prosperous years. In 
1924-25 disbursements from state funds amounted to 
$5 ,412,484 or 24 per cent of the total* Disbursements 
from local funds amounted to $17,348,222, which was 
76 per cent of all disbursements. One notes again 
that the State bore a smaller share of the burden of 
school costs.
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Prom 1922-23 to 1927-28 tlie change In the per­
centage ratio of state disbursements to total disburse­
ments was never greater than one per cent* The 
biennium covering the school years 1926-27 and 1927-28 
is the low water mark in state school support. In
1927-28 the per cent of the total school burden borne 
by the State was 23.08, the lowest in history except 
in 1878-79, a year too near the beginning of the school 
system to merit consideration.
From appropriations made by the General Assembly 
in 1926, disbursements in state funds amounted to 
$5,617,199 in 1926-27, and $5,480,376 in 1927-28.
These amounts represented 25.72 and 23.08 per cent 
respectively of total disbursements for those years. 
Disbursements from local funds exceeded $18,000,000 
in each year and represented slightly better than 76 
per cent of total school costs for the biennium.
The peak in disbursements made from local funds 
was reached in the next biennium when they rose to 
$18,908,833 in 1928-29, and to $19,127,571 in 1929-30. 
The peak in disbursements made from state funds came 
in the two following years, amounting to $7,018,410 
in 1930-31 and $7,021,435 in 1931-32. In terms of the 
per cent disbursements from state funds are of total 
disbursements, the State has shown a moderate tendency 
to bear a larger share in educational costa for the
20
decade following 1926-27. The extent to which this is 
true is represented in the increase of the ratio of 
23.7* for 1926-27 to 28.76 for 1935-36.
Disbursements made from both state and local funds 
have shown a tendency in succeeding years to fall below 
the amounts disbursed in the peak years mentioned.
This can readily be understood in the fact that the 
depression necessitated financial retrenchment in 
both state and local governments.
The graph which follows gives a vivid portrayal 
of the part played by the State and the localities for 
supporting the public school system since 1870. .
21
GRAPH
Percentage Disbursements Made from State and 
Local Funds Are of Total Disbursements, 1870-71 to 
1935-36. State Funds in Black--Local Funds in Red.
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Section B
It has teen shown that the State1s relative 
contribution to public school costs was at its lowest 
ebb in the biennium covering the school years 1926-27 
and 1927-28* It is desirable, to think in terms of 
two year periods, since the General Assembly in meet­
ing biennially makes its appropriations for schools 
in alternate years. One notes little change in the 
Stated appropriations for the years coming between 
sessions of the General Assembly. When one observes, 
however, the State,s relative contribution in the 
school year 1926-27 and in the first year* of each 
succeeding biennium, he notes a distinct trend up­
ward. The following percentage ratios of disburse­
ments made from state funds to total disbursements 
were shown in column 4 of Table 1.
1926-27 -- 23.721928-29   24.74
1930-31 -- 27.301932-33 -- 29.501934-35 —  30.48
Obviously, the relative contribution of the 
localities taken as a whole declined in each of these 
years by the reciprocal percentages: 76.28, 75.26, 72.70,
70.50, and 69.52. It does not necessarily follow, 
however, that the absolute (actual dollar) contribution
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of the localities declined* An examination of the 
disbursements made in each county and city may reveal 
localities in which the absolute contribution in local 
funds increased* It may even reveal localities in 
which local funds increased to so great an extent that 
the State’s relative contribution continued downward 
during this period* Therefore it is desirable to know 
what has actually taken place in each county and city 
from 1926-27 on. The accompanying tables showing dis­
bursements by counties and cities in each of the above 
years seek to give this information.
The tables follow an alphabetical arrangement, 
first by counties and then by cities* Column 1 in 
each table shows the total school expenditures made 
by the locality indicated. Column 2 shows the amount 
of total expenditures made from state funds, and 
column 3 shows the amount of expenditures made from 
local funds. Since the total amount of expenditures 
made from local funds is subject to considerable 
fluctuation from year to year, due to the fact that 
expenditures for capital outlay and debt service are 
made from local funds, it is desirable to know the 
amount of local funds expended for all other items* 
These amounts are shown in column 4 under "Disburse­
ments Made from Local Funds for Operation and Mainten­
ance" .
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la order to know what coarse the ratios of expendi­
tures made from state funds to total expenditures have 
taken in each locality, they have been computed and are 
shown in column 5. They show the relative contribution 
of the State in each locality to total school costs for 
the years indicated.
Column 6 shows the percentages that disbursements 
made from state funds in the years indicated were of 
those disbursed in 1926-27.
Column 7 shows the percentages that disbursements 
made from local funds in the years indicated were of 
those disbursed in 1926-27.
Column 8 shows the percentages that disbursements 
made from local funds for operation and maintenance in 
the years indicated were of those disbursed in 1926-27.
The figure below column 5 indicates the number of 
times the percentages showing the relative contribution 
of the State to total expenditures increased over the 
percentage for 1926-27. The figures below columns 6,
7, and 8 indicate the number of times the percentages 
shown in those columns in 1928-29, 1930-31, 1932-33, 
and 1934-35 exceed the index number 100, ascribed to 
1926-27 as the base year. Changes of less than one 
per cent are not shown in columns 6, 7, and 8. In the 
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Interpretation of Tables for Counties and Cities
The data given in the tables are sufficiently
conclusive to offer possibilities for developing
many pertinent facts on the general subject of state
and local support of education in Virginia since
1986-87. The nature of this study makes it desirable
to develop only those facts which will lead to an
answer to the question related to the problem:
Has there been a tendency on the part of the localities to shift the burden of school support to the State during the past decade?
Characterized as the Virginia school system is 
with low salaries for teachers, low per pupil expendi­
tures and the like, it is of vital importance that 
neither the State's nor the localities' absolute con­
tribution decline, so long as educational requirements 
and needs do not likewise decline. In states in which 
a more adequate provision is made for financing the 
public school system, there may possibly be room for 
bickering between the central and local government in 
order that the one less heavily burdened with school 
support may come to the relief of the other. Where the 
relief is needed in Virginia is in the school system 
itself, and this cannot be had if either the State or 
the localities seek relief at the expense of the other. 
One may reasonably ask himself, ”Is there evidence
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in the tables to lead one to believe that the localities 
have sought relief in school support at the expense of 
the State?" or, "Is there evidence in the tables to 
support the charge that the localities have tended to 
do less while the State has done more?"
Two different interpretations can be placed upon 
the meaning of the term "less" as used in the question 
stated. When the percentage ratio indicating the 
relative contribution of the State increases, the 
reciprocal percentage indicating the relative contri­
bution of the locality must naturally decrease. A 
locality in which this condition has existed over a 
period of time can justly be said to have done less 
for supporting its schools on a relative basis. This 
does not preclude the fact, however, that on an absolute 
basis, the dollar contribution of the locality may have 
increased, with the locality thus doing more rather than 
less for supporting its schools in terms of the actual 
amount of money it was spending.
As was stated in Chapter 1, the sweeping general­
ization made so often in recent years is that the local­
ities have merely used additional funds coming from the 
State as a means whereby they may get out from under a 
part of the burden they have been bearing by reducing 
their own local appropriations. Certainly, the impli­
cation here is that the localities have not only done
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less on a relative basis but on an absolute basis as 
well.
In order to determine which counties and cities 
have done less, both relatively and absolutely, for 
supporting their schools in the periods since 1926-27, 
it is desirable to eliminate all localities in which:
(a) the states relative contribution has declined 
as compared with 1926-27, or
(b) local fluids have increased absolutely as 
compared with 1926-27.
Examination of column 5 in the tables shows that 
there are 12 counties and cities in the State in which 
the State’s relative contribution has declined in every 
year studied as compared with 1926-27. These counties 
and cities are:
Accomae, Fairfax, Henry, Nelson, Hew Kent,Stafford, Warwick, Alexandria, Hopewell,Newport Hews, Radford, and South Norfolk.
Obviously, these localities have more than held their 
own with the State in the matter of bearing educational 
costs. Their situation is particularly favorable, since 
a further examination of column 7 in the tables shows 
that their absolute contribution increased as compared 
with the contribution made in the basic year 1926-27. 
This is quite significant, since it offers evidenoe 
that the decline in the relative contribution of the 
State was not due to a decline in the State’s absolute
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contribution, though in some cases this was a factor, 
but rather to the increase in the absolute contribu­
tion of the localities. The city of Alexandria (page 
125) illustrates this point. In its case, the absolute 
contribution of the State declined, but the large in­
crease in the city's own absolute contribution was the 
chief factor in bringing about the decline in the 
State's relative contribution. Other cases in this 
group (e.g. Stafford, page 114, Warwick, page 119) 
show steady Increases in the State's absolute contri­
bution, but in each year a proportionately greater 
Increase in the locality's absolute contribution netted 
a decrease in the State's relative contribution.
Further examination of column 5 shows that there 
are 19 counties and cities in which the relative con­
tribution of the State increased only one time in the 
years studied as compared with the basic year 1926-27. 
While the localities in this group are not in as favor­
able a situation as those in the first group, their 
position is strong. They, too, have more then held 
their own with the State in the matter of bearing 
educational costs. Evidence for this is found in the 
fact that while the relative contribution of the State 
increased in but one year, the relative contribution 
of the localities increased in three years over the 
amount contributed in the base year.
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Counties and cities in this group are:
Alleghany, Bedford, Dickenson, Giles, 
Goochland, Greensville, Hanover,Rappahannock, Westmoreland, Bristol,Clifton Forge, Charlottesville,Fredericksburg, Harrisonburg, Lynchburg, 
Petersburg, Roanoke (city), Suffolk and Williamsburg.
Nine of the nineteen localities listed in this 
group show the one increase in the relative contribu­
tion of the State in the year 1934-35, the last year 
studied. These localities are:
Alleghany, Dickenson, Giles, Bristol,
Clifton Forge, Charlottesville, Lynch­burg, Petersburg, and Roanoke.
The increase in the relative contribution of the State 
in the last year may be taken to Indicate the beginning 
of an unfavorable trend and tends to weaken the position 
of these counties and cities in their group. In each of 
these cases, however, an examination of column 7 in the 
tables shows substantial increases in the absolute con­
tribution made by the locality.
Further examination of column 7 in the tables shows 
that there are 18 additional counties in which the abso­
lute contribution in local funds have increased, as 
compared with 1926-27. The localities in this group 
differ from the counties and cities already enumerated 
in that the increase in their absolute contribution has 
not been acconqpanied with an increase in their relative 
contribution.
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Counties in this group are:
Bland, Chesterfield, Fauquier, Floyd,Fluvanna, Frederick, Henrico, Lee,Mathews, Patrick, Powhatan, Richmond,
Roanoke, Rockbridge, Shenandoah,Spotsylvania, Warren, and York.
Two of the counties in this group, Henrico and Roanoke,
showed an increase in their absolute contribution in
every period over their contribution in 1926-27. The
remaining localities showed an increase in three periods.
In the light of the facts presented up to this 
point, all localities previously named are not guilty 
of shifting the burden of school support to the State 
throughout the past decade. Accordingly, one must 
eliminate them from the total list of counties and cities 
as first steps in refining the list to include only those 
localities which have been guilty.
Another signigicant refinement can be made on the 
basis of the data presented in' the tables in columns 4 
and 8. Column 4 showed for the years indicated the 
amount of local funds appropriated and spent for opera­
tion and maintenance. These amounts are simply total 
local appropriations less the sums appropriated and used 
for capital and debt expenditures. Column 8 showed the 
percentages that local funds for operation and mainten­
ance in the succeeding years were of those in the base 
year .1926-27.
A study of all the tables shows that in many
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localities total local funds were at an abnormally 
high level in the base year due to high capital 
expenditures in that year. As should be expected, 
the years following showed a decline in total local 
funds as compared with the base year. If this decline 
was not accompanied with a decline in local funds 
exclusive of those used for the purpose of capital out­
lay, it cannot be taken to reflect unfavorably upon 
a locality. By referring to the city of Danville (page 
130), one can see more clearly the points brought out 
in the discussion here.
Since one cannot reasonably contend that a local­
ity has been shifting the responsibility of school 
support to the State by reducing its appropriations 
unless the reduction can be noted in its appropriations 
for operation and maintenance, it Is desirable to 
eliminate all localities In which local funds for those 
items have increased as compared with 1926-27.
Examination of column 8 shows that there are 14 
additional localities In which local funds for opera­
tion and maintenance have increased substantially, and 
which, therefore, must be eliminated.
Counties and cities In this group showing an in­
crease in all years as compared with the base year are:
Augusta, Carroll, King William, Montgomery, Prince William, Danville, Richmond (city), 
and Staunton.
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Counties in the group showing an increase in 
three of the years as compared with the base year 
are:
Bath, Botetourtj Clarke, Essex, King George, 
and Prince Edward. '
There are a few localities one cannot eliminate 
on any basis discussed, but which should hardly be left 
in the group of counties and cities in which the State 
has definitely done more and the localities less for 
supporting the schools since 1926-27.
The city of Martinsville did not become a separate 
school district until the year 1930-31. It must be 
eliminated since the data for considering it are not 
complete. Orange and Isle of Wight counties may be 
eliminated since they show no marked Increase In the 
State’s relative contribution, particularly in the case 
of the former, and since in neither case has there been 
a marked decline as compared with the base year in the 
absolute local contribution. Sussex county and the city 
of Buena Vista may be eliminated, though their position 
is very weak. In both localities, total local funds 
and local funds for operation and maintenance have shown 
a marked decline as compared with the base year. However, 
they cannot be said to have taken advantage of increases 
in state appropriations to reduce their own appropriations 
since an examination of column 6 shows that state funds 
have also declined as compared with 1926-27.
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There are in all 124 localities in the State.
Of this number, 68 have been eliminated from the 
total list. In each of the 56 localities not eliminated, 
the State’s relative and absolute contributions have 
increased, the locality’s relative and absolute contri­
butions have declined, and the locality's contribution 
to costs of operation and maintenance has declined.
The counties in this group are: *
Albemarle, Amelia, Amherst, Appomattox, Arlington, Brunswick, Buchanan, Buckingham, Campbell, Caroline, Charles City, Charlotte, Craig, Culpeper, Cumberland, Dinwiddie, Elizabeth City, Franklin, Gloucester,Grayson, Greene, Halifax, Highland, James City, King and Queen, Lancaster, Loudoun, Louisa, Lunenburg, Madison, Mecklenburg, Middlesex, Nansemond, Norfolk, Northampton, Northumberland, Nottoway, Page, Pittsylvania,* Prince George, Princess Anne, Pulaski, Rock­ingham, Russell, Scott, Smyth, Southampton, Surry, Tazewell, Washington, Wise, and Wythe.
The cities in this group are:
Hampton, Norfolk, Portsmouth, and Winchester.
It Is not in the realm of this study to attempt to 
explain why these localities find their way into this
*
Due to a large increase in capital expenditures as reflected In total local disbursements in Appomattox and Pittsylvania counties for the last year studied, 
the relative contribution of the State decreased for that year as compared with the base year. This year alone is not sufficient to warrant elimination of the two counties, but may possibly mark the beginning of a more favorable trend in local support of the public 
school system.
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group. Valuable and interesting studies can be made 
to determine the relative ability of each to bear its 
share of the school burden over the past decade. Among 
other things, it would be of special interest to know 
the changes which have taken place in their school tax 
levies. In this study it i3 sufficient to know that 
these are the localities in which an increase in the 





The central problem in this study was to deter­
mine the relationship between local and state support 
of the public school system of Virginia. The opinion 
expressed by educators and laymen that the localities 
match an Increase in state appropriations with a de­
crease in local appropriations was to be either sub­
stantiated or disproved.
A critical examination of total disbursements 
made from state funds and of total disbursements made 
from local funds for each year from 1870-71, when the 
State assumed a responsibility for supporting the public 
school system, to 1935-36 shows that up to 1928 fhere 
is no foundation for this opinion. The actual facts 
may be summarized as follows:
1. Prom 1870-71 to 1935-36 the State's dollar contributions increased from $345,517 to $6,862,788.
2. Prom 1870-71 to 1935-36 the dollar contribu­tions of the localities increased from $200,310 to $16,996,584.
3. The percentage ratio showing the relative contribution of the State to school costs decreased from 63.30 in 1870-71 to 28.76 in 1935-36.
4. The percentage ratio showing the relative contribution of the localities increased from 36.70 in 1870-71 to 71.24 in 1935-36.
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5. The State's relative contribution reached its lowest point in the biennium covering 
the school years 1926-27 and 1927-28, at which time it amounted to a little better than 23 per cent of total school costs.
6. The highest point in the relative contribu­
tion of the localities, obviously reached in 
the same biennium, amounted to a little better than 76 per cent of total school costs.
7. The relative contribution of the State has 
shown a moderate tendency to increase in the bienniums following 1926-28. The extent to which this is true is represented in the in­crease of the percentage of 23.7ft for 1926-27 to 28.76 for 1935-36.
In order to determine whether there has been a 
tendency since 1926-27 for the localities to do less 
for supporting their schools while the State has done 
more, this study analyzed by counties and cities all 
disbursements made from state funds, from total local 
funds, and from local funds for operation and mainte­
nance in the years 1926-27, 1928-29, 1930-31, 1932-33, 
and 1934-35. The study concludes that in 56 of the 
State's 124 localities this tendency has existed.
It was found that each of the following facts has 
been true for the counties and cities in this group:
(a) The State's relative contribution for defray­ing school costs increased in the years following 1926-27 as compared with its con­tribution in that year.
(b) The State's absolute contribution increased.
(c) The local relative contribution declined.
(d) The local total absolute contribution declined.
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